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R.G. NEHKING 
5253 N. Dronledary Rd. 

Fax Y 907-289-4539 JUI  1 5  2004 

TO: ALASKA LOCAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION STAFF 

Company: 

Local Boundary Commission 

FROM: R. G. "Rollle" Nehring FAX # 602 / 952 - 0875 

# Ofpages 5 

Date; July 15,2004 Time: 230 PM MST 

RE; PETITION FOR INCORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NAUKATI 

(Including Cover Sheet) 

Meme, Comments, Instruction& 

HERE IS AN ADDITIONAL COPY OF MY OPPOSITION LETTER TO THE ABOVE 
PETITION. I HAD Emailed AN INITIAL COPY BUT INADVERTENTLY OMITTED THE 
ATTACHMENT LETTER, WHICH IS NOW ATTACHED HERETO. THANK YOU. 

ROLAND G. NEMRING 

X The Original WILL NOT follow. 
The original WILL follow by U. S. Mail 

Any Problems with Transmission ?? Please contact 602 I952 - 0874. Thank You! 
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R. 0. Nehrlng 
5259N.-Rd. 

Phoerlbr, Az 86018 

Ft'orrr : Holand Nehring <rgnehringQearthlink.net, 
Sutrjeci; Opposition To Naukati PetiVon 

Uslc: July 13,2004 70;53;55 PM MST 
TO: LBCQdced.state.ak.us 

602 952 0875 

Local Boundary commission Stat? 
550 West Seventh Ave., Suite 1770 
Anchoragc. AK 995-3510 

RE: OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOH INCORPORATION OF THF: CITY OF NAUKATI 

Dear Sirs I Madams 

I and my wifc Bette own Lot A at Sarkar Cove, Prince of Walos Island, Alaska. We are residents of Alaska 
and are members of the North Prince of Wales Island Volsr Precinct. We are both 73 years 01 age and I am 
a retired attorney* licensed in the States of Wisconsin and Arizona. As such. I have reviewed both the 
applicable sections of the Alaska statutes and the Local Boundary Commission Handbook. I can only 
conclude that the Naukati Petition is so flawed that it should not be approved by the Commission - and at 
the minimum the Sarkar area should be deleted lrom their territorial boundark. 

' 

The public interest will not be served by including Sarkar withiri lhe boundary and such inclusion could 
very well expose the Slate of Alaska to substantial risk as the prospective successor to the Cily of Naukati. 
Quite simply, Naukati does not have the current or foreseeable scunornic. base to support a city 
government and needs to substantially mature as a cornmunily - o r  await the imminent creation of ltie 
Prince of Wales Island Borough. Secondly, we and our Sarkar neighbors do not need any of thc municipal 
services proposed for Naukati proper since we individuafly already have had to efficiently and etfectively 
provide our own water, sewer, and electricity. Naukati is simply too dislarit to provide such Services, nor 
emergency fire and health service. My other specific rcasons and details for objection are set forth below. 

There may be only 3 airline miles of Forest Service land separating Naukauli from Sarkar, but more 
importantly, from the provision of services standpoint, is the roadway distance between the two des. The 
distance from our waterfront lots to Ngukati is more than 8 miles via a very lirnitcd road syslem for much of 
that distance. From Naulcati, after turning off northbound Hwy 25, a 1 114 mile om lane USFS roau exists 
to our locked Subdivision gate. Thence, another unimproved one lane road of about one mile must be 
traveled to reach the Lodge and our other waterfront lots. Neither the Loage or our other waterfronl 
properties are part of the upland Sarkar Subdivision nor have any ownership in the Subdivision road - only 
a limited vehicle easement. It takes about 35 minutes to drive between the two locations since average 
speed is only about 25 MPH, and is much slower on the Subdivision road. We maintain our our 
Subdivision roads. Those roads are not plowed in the winter since no one is there, and if they were 
plowed, would only encourage heft and vandalism, Such a road arrangement would make it impossible 
for Naukati to provide any rneaningtul and timely ernergerlcy services. The only other access from 
Naukati is by boat to Sarkar - a trip typically of 25 minules with a fairly fast boat. 

Only the El Capitan Lodge has a standard telephone, via radio lo Whale Pas, so it is not possible for the 
other residents to call Naukati in the went of public safety protection or a fire or heallh emergency. It is for 
health reasons that we found it necessary to purchase an automated portable head defibrillator. It is also 

. . .I 
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available Lo other Sarkar residents when we are in the area. Due to the limited number of part time 
residents at Sarkar, it is unlikely lhat the local telephone utiiity will extend their facilities to ,Sarkar in the 
foreseeable future. Cellular mobile service is also not available due to lack of nearby repeater towers and 
terrain I tit11 blocks the existing distant signals. 

For tunher clarification, the Sarkar area is cornpriscd of two types of entkies and at1 are strictly recreational. 
All of the available ten (1 0) watertront lots are owrled by seven (7) individual rcsidents and El Capitan 
Lodge owns the other three(3) Jots. The upland Sarkar Subdivision is owned by Ruth Ann Albright and 
Lee Falk. It consists of about 30 Lots, only two ot which have been amrently sold sine that development 
opened in 1998. Most importantly. there is no other private land at Sarkar available for planning, platting 
and development since all surrounding land is part of the Tongess National Forest. No additional 
economic base will be awdiiable to the City 01 Naukatl If Sarkar Cove were to be included wiihin tha 
territorial boundary. 

The officers of Naukati West, Inc. have not been forthright in including residents d Sarkar in any 
consultation on the Petition for Incorporation of the City ot Naukati as a Second Class City over their three 
(3) years of planning . I had heard an application had been tinally prepared and contacted the Local 
Boundary Commission staff on December 1,2003. Mr. Bill Rollzen advised that Uwy had In tact received 
the Naukati Petition draft for initial review. This was the first indicatin that I or anyone e& from Sarkar 
knew that tho plan had been prepared and submitted and that the terrilory included the Sarkar area. 
Apparenlly Mr. Art King, Pfesldent or Naukati West Irtc. became aware of my inquiry and Called me on 
December 4,2003 in Phoenix, Arizona. He confirmed that the Sarkar area was included in the bwrdary 
description and rhat the Boundary Commission had recommended ils incIu$lon because of the 4% bed tax 
which would hc generated from El Capitan Lodge. He then forwarded a copy of the Petition Dratt and I 
forwarded il to my neighborn:. Under 3 ACC 110.900. Transition, It is apparent that Naukati violated its 
consultation provisions. 

Afler consultation with all my neighbors, they unanimously stated that they were opposed to inclusion of 
the Sarkar Area within tho Naukati boundary description, On March 8,2004 the Petition was apparenlly 
tormally tiled by Naukati. On March 13, 2004, I so advlsed Mr. King and his Association of our objections. A 
copy of that leltet is attached hereto. As recenlly as May 16,2004, I attended the Naukati West Annual 
Meeting and again voiced the Sarlcar residents objection to being included in the territory and Petition. Mr. 
King refused to consider deleting Sarkar from the Petition and said that decision wouid have lo be up Lo 
the Local Boundary Commission. 

There is no practical plan for Sarkar contained in the Petition designed " to effect an orderly, elficienl. and 
economical trans& wlthin the shortest practicable time, not to exceed two years after the date of the 
proposed change" as specified in paragraph (c) of thc above referenced regulation concerning Transition. 

The Sarkar Area does not meet the Determination of Community under 3 AAC 110.920. We as inhabitants 
do not "reside permanently" at a location as a discrete and identifiable social untt. as indicated by sllch 
factors 8s school enrollment, number ol sources of employment, voter registration, precinct boundaries, 
permanency of dwelling units. and the number of commercial cstablishments and other service centers - 
all as required under subsection (a) (3). Under (b) (l), there is no public access to our Sarkar Area as 
explained by the roadway status above. My wife and I are probably the only registered volets in that voting 
precinct, no children from Sarkar attend school at Naukati. no one is employed at Naukati, there is only 
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one commercial establishment at Sarlcar and their employees do nut reside in the area nor are their fishing 
CUStOmWS IOcdl. 

We are not adjacent to Naukati nor are we dependent on that raniinunity for our existence since our 
community of interest is the Craig I Klawock area for food , hardware, services and govemmeril interface. 

The NaUkati Plan cannot succeed because they have applied for only bed tax authority and have omitled 
for some reason to provide tor propeny and sales taxes as additional revenue sources. They siniply do not 
possess sufficient economic base or personal income resource and commercial developrnenl. From a 
Sarkar Area standpoint, provision of municipal utility services that we already possess, at such a distance. 
is not feasible nor are those siewices required - although if we are included in the territory, we would have 
every right to insist that such distant municipal services be provided to Sarkar in fairness to all residents. 

The Petition shniild be denied, or at the minimum the Sarkar Area deleted from the boundary. The 
boundary description violates regulaliun 3 AAC 11 0.040 since full development of essenliul city services 
cannot be provlbed lo Sarkar in an efficient, cost - eftective manner. The currcnt boundary has been 
"stretched" to include entire geographical regions and unpopulated areas of U S  Forest Service la rids to 
simply obtain bed tax from the A Capitan Lodge. Sarkar is non-contiguous and does not fit with he 
community of Naukati nor would there be any broad policy benetit to the public stalewide. 

The Sarkar Area should be deleted from khe territory boundary, if in fact the Commission believes Ihe 
entlre Applicatlon is not fatally Ilawed. 

Respectful1y.l 

Roland 0. N e h r H  

Enclosure: March 11,2003 Letter to Naukati West Inc. 
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'ROLEIE & BETSY NERRXNG 
;P, 0. Box NKI 

KetchIkan, A K  99950 

March 13, 2004 

V I A  FAX TO 907-629-4266 

Naukati West Homeowners Association 
Attn: Mr. A r t  King, President 
Naukati, AK 99950 

RE: Naukati Second Class C i t y  Application - Sarkar Cove Territory 

Following my telephone conversation with Art King in December 2003 
concerning creation of a Second Class City for Naukuti, I also 
rece%ved from him a draft copy of the Application by the Naukati 
Community Association to the Alaska Local boundary Conmission. I 
reviewed that material and had discussions with t h e  Boundary 
Commission staff. I also contacted all. of my Sarkar neighbors on 
the subject. They were unaware of the project, except for Scott 
VanValin of El Capitan Lodge who had a previous canversation with 
A r t  King where he voiced his objection to Sarkar being included 
within the proposed boundaries for the new City of Naukati. 

All of  the homeowners I contacted,as well as El C a p i t a  Lodge,are 
unanimously opposed to being included in tho proposed Naukati 
territory - and so am I. I thought it now appropriate to advise 
your organization and i t s  members that unless you delete the 
Sarkar Cove area from your proposed city boundary, that we shall 
have no alternative but to oppose inclusion when the public 
comment process starts. 

Although we have no objections to Naukati's plans, if they do not 
include Sarkar, I thought you and your members should be aware of 
t h e  position that I and my Sarkar neighbors will be taking legally 
and administratively during the approval process. 

Yours Truly, 

Roland G. Nebin#  
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